This study investigates the effect of bilingualism on learning English as a foreign language (L3), examining the impact of manner and sequence of bilingual acquisition and learning as well as language use practices in language minority children. With a sample of 1295 German eighth and ninth graders (bilingual: n = 456, monolingual: n = 839), we examined if certain aspects of bilingualism present an advantageous condition for learning English as a foreign language in bilingual language minority students. Controlling for socio-economic status, indicators of cultural capital, and gender, the regression analyses revealed higher L3 listening and reading outcomes for bilinguals who received formal instruction in their minority language, had acquired both languages in their first three years, and switched more often between their two languages, when compared to their other bilingual and monolingual peers. The discussion focuses on the importance for bilingual children in immigrant communities to have high proficiencies in both majority and minority languages in order to develop advantages in foreign language learning.
Introduction
As immigration increases, the incidence of bilingualism is growing, creating a more diverse linguistic landscape in classrooms. Some bilinguals tend to have less school success than their monolingual peers (Stanat, Rauch, and Segeritz 2010) . However, bilinguals have resources that could potentially impact their learning in positive ways. Bilingualism is associated with specific advantages in the cognitive and linguistic development (Barac et al. 2014 ). This variation may foster learning in some subjects, namely additional language learning (L3). Certain types of bilinguals, such as bilinguals who have high proficiency in both languages, have been found to have significant advantages in L3 learning across different contexts (for review, see Cenoz 2013) . However, it is frequently argued that in immigrant communities because the majority language is officially fostered while the home minority language is not, immigrant bilingualism is unlikely to lead to advantages, as the two languages are in competition (Cenoz 2003; De Angelis 2007; Sanz 2000; Sanz 2012) . Indeed, there is a lack of consensus concerning potential advantages in L3 learning among language minority students.
In the present study, we investigate bilingualism and its effect on L3 learning. Specifically, we examine the bilingual factors that affect the relative proficiency in bilinguals' two languages and how these factors potentially influence their L3 outcomes. In the following, we will first discuss why bilinguals, specifically those with high bilingual proficiency, can be expected to have advantages in L3 learning. Subsequently, we argue why current research masks important differences between different forms of bilingualism in L3 learning.
Cognitive and linguistic consequences of bilingualism
Interest in the cognitive and linguistic variation in bilinguals has a long, multidisciplinary history. Since the 1960s, bilingualism has been positively associated with a variety of cognitive functions (e.g. Peal and Lambert 1962) . Research has repeatedly shown that bilinguals score higher than monolinguals in tests of cognitive flexibility and processing functions (for reviews, see Adesope et al. 2010; Barac et al. 2014; Hamers and Blanc 2000) . Bialystok (2010) proposed that bilinguals develop higher levels of executive functions -the interrelated processes of inhibition, working memory, and attentional control -as they need to switch between two language systems with different interlocutors and in diverse contexts. These cognitive consequences are observable in non-verbal tasks (such as the Simon Task) that require controlled attention and inhibition of routine responses. In these tasks, bilinguals typically outperform monolinguals (e.g. Bialystok et al. 2004) , and higher proficiency levels of bilingualism have a stronger association that those with lower or unbalanced proficiencies (Bialystok 1988; Bialystok and Majumder 1998; Dillon 2009; Ricciardelli 1992) . Additionally, students who acquire their L2 sequentially (i.e. in their first year of immersion) did not differ in their cognitive abilities than their monolingual peers (Carlson and Meltzoff 2008) .
In addition to advantages in non-verbal cognitive functions, bilinguals seem to have heightened levels in some aspects of metalinguistic awareness (Thomas 1988) , defined as '[…] the ability to focus attention on language as an object in itself or to think abstractly about language […]' (Jessner 2006, 42) . Some studies have found bilingual advantages on metalinguistic tasks, especially on tasks that requires individuals to apply morphological rules to unfamiliar forms (e.g. Barac and Bialystok 2012; Davidson, Raschke, and Pervez 2010) or notice implicitly learning grammatical rules explicitly (e.g. Reder et al. 2013 ). As metalinguistic abilities enable an individual to '[…] see through the meaning of a language to its underlying structure' (Barac et al. 2014, 704) , bilinguals can reflect about language in a more abstract way (Jessner 2006; Ransdell, Barbier, and Niit 2006) . The theoretical assumption is that bilinguals, especially bilinguals with high proficiencies in both languages, can draw from two language systems and thus have a broader linguistic repertoire and can think more abstractly about language than monolinguals (Cenoz 2013; De Angelis 2007) . However, these advantages have not been found in all metalinguistic tasks. For example, there is little evidence that bilingual children have lasting advantages in phonological awareness past the first grade (Bruck and Genesee 1995; Yelland, Pollard, and Mercuri 1993) . In older children, some studies have found heightened levels of phonological awareness (Campbell and Sais 1995; Eviatar and Ibrahim 2000) while other found no differences between the monolingual and bilingual groups (Bialystok, Majumder, and Martin 2003) .
This linguistic repertoire can be used when encountering a new linguistic system (i.e. Nayak et al. 1990 ) and thus should support L3 learning. Indeed, research has shown metalinguistic skills to be a significant predictor of foreign language outcomes in both L2 (Dufva and Voeten 1999; Zhang and Koda 2013) and L3 learners (Bérubé and Marinova-Todd 2012; Rauch, Naumann, and Jude 2012) . However, this relation may depend on several factors, namely how both languages acquired and develop as well as how often they are used (i.e. Cenoz 2013). For this reason, it is important to investigate bilinguals not as a homogenous group, but to take into account specific aspects of bilingualism to understand the effects.
Bilingual factors affecting language learning
Despite the potential benefits of bilingualism which may support L3 learning, it is widely acknowledged that bilingualism does not automatically lead to advantages (Barac and Bialystok 2012) . Rather, bilingualism is a complex phenomenon, and the context in which languages are developed play an important role in a child's cognitive and linguistic development (e.g. Vygotsky 2012). The linguistic, sociolinguistic, social psychological, and educational variables associated with language learning can have strong effects on bilingual development (Cenoz and Valencia 1994; Hufeisen 2010) . This is especially true for the relative proficiency in both languages (cf. the construct of common underlying proficiency by Cummins 2000) . Proficiency in both languages can positively impact the cognitive and linguistic development thus affecting additional language learning (Sanz 2007) .
How both languages are acquired can affect the overall proficiency as well as metalinguistic development (Thomas 1988) . Languages can be learned naturally in the home (i.e. one's mother tongue) or through formal instruction (i.e. foreign language instruction) or both. In immigrant communities, the minority language is normally informally acquired in the home and the student receives formal majority language instruction in the school. In addition, some language minority students receive minority language instruction, either in school mother tongue support or as an extracurricular training (to boost their skills in their minority language; Cenoz 2013). Formal training in a minority language not only is associated with increased exposure to the minority language but also provides an analytical approach to language, which fosters metalinguistic awareness (De Angelis 2007). Thomas (1988) proposes that formal training in two languages increases '[…] conscious awareness of language as a system that provides […] additional advantages over bilinguals who have informally acquired [a language] at home' (Thomas 1988, 235) . This awareness can boost bilingual proficiency as well as support L3 learning.
A second factor that could affect bilingual development is the sequence of L2 acquisition. Simultaneous bilinguals, or those who have learned two languages from birth, and sequential bilinguals, or those who have learned one language followed by another, have varying proficiency profiles (Butler and Hakuta 2004) as well as different form-function mapping between their two languages (Cenoz 2003; Hamers and Blanc 2000; Jessner 2008) . Moreover, simultaneous bilinguals may have more balanced proficiencies in their two languages as well as more experience with manipulating two language systems due to their time on task in both languages (Kalashnikova and Mattock 2014) . Therefore, they may have a greater understanding of similarities and differences between languages (Reder et al. 2013) . Indeed, simultaneous bilinguals have been found to have both enhanced cognitive functions (Thomas-Sunesson, Hakuta, and Bialystok 2016) as well as metalinguistic skills (Reder et al. 2013) . In contrast, sequential bilinguals have been found to have enhanced levels of attentional control but do not seem to have advantages in metalinguistic skills (Kalashnikova and Mattock 2014) . The developmental difference may have an important effect on L3 learning.
Additionally, language use practices might also play an important role in bilingual development. Specifically, how often a bilingual activates and utilizes the two languages, i.e. switches between languages. As explained, the controlled switching between languages is considered as cognitively demanding and a constant training of the related cognitive functions (Prior and Gollan 2011; Verreyt et al. 2016) . Although the construct of executive functions and metalinguistic awareness seem to be unrelated at first glance, there are theoretical assumptions that claim that they are indeed connected (e.g. the analysis and control framework ; Bialystok 2001; Bialystok & Ryan 1985; Bialystok, Peets, and Moreno 2012) . The approach identifies two processes that are executed in order to solve metalinguistic tasks: analysis of representational structure (analysis) and control of attention (control). The component analysis refers to the process in which implicit (linguistic) knowledge structures become explicit and therefore accessible. The component control is responsible for channeling attentional resources to the relevant (linguistic) stimuli or representations. Particularly, the control component but also the analysis component shares very much conceptual overlap with core features of executive functions. From this perspective, executive functions are a basis for metalinguistic awareness and, at least partly, outcomes (and therefore differences) in metalinguistic tasks as well as L3 learning can also be explained by means of executive functions. Thus, frequent controlled switching and the associated cognitive processes may also impact L3 learning via metalinguistic skills (cf. Bialystok 2007).
In conclusion, bilingualism may lead to advantages in L3 learning, yet several factors may play a role in this process. Failing to take these factors into account may be leading to biased conclusion in empirical studies and potentially masking possible advantages for language minority students.
Bilingualism and L3 learning: empirical evidence
As mentioned above, bilinguals can have advantages in L3 learning, but this advantage manifests itself only under certain conditions. Specifically, studies which have examined bilingual groups in which both languages were officially supported in school, the community, and at home have found that bilinguals outperform their monolingual classmates in foreign language outcomes (i.e. Brohy 2001; Cenoz and Valencia 1994; Sanz 2000) .
Studies with samples investigating bilinguals in immigrant communities have yielded an unclear picture. Some studies have found that bilinguals outperform their monolingual classmates in additional language learning. For example, immigrant Russian-Hebrew bilingual sixth graders outperformed Hebrew monolinguals in English reading achievement (Abu-Rabia and Sanitsky 2010). Additionally, investigating a sample of bilingual and monolingual sixth graders, Maluch and colleagues (2015) found a positive trend for language minority students in L3 English as a foreign language controlling for confounding background characteristics.
While some studies investigating language minority students have found advantage in L3 outcomes, others have found no differences between bilingual and monolingual students. No significant differences were found between a Dutch sample of bilingual 14-year olds and their monolingual classmates in English as a foreign language (Schoonen et al. 2002; van Gelderen et al. 2003) . Similarly, minority language first graders showed no significant differences from their English monolingual classmates in several measures of French achievement (Au-Yeung et al. 2015) . Sanders and Meijers (1995) investigated Turkish-Dutch and Arabic-Dutch language minority fifth and sixth graders. Based on a matched sample for cognitive abilities and socio-economic status, the authors found no differences between groups in a variety of L3 English language measures.
This lack of consensus may be due to several factors. Firstly, with bilinguals in immigrant communities, language proficiency in the two languages may differ. This can be influenced how the two languages have been acquired and how they are used. Additionally, it is often that sociocultural background characteristics, which can greatly vary between monolingual and language minority groups, are not taken into account in the analyses.
The aforementioned varying results may be due to the heterogeneity of the bilinguals in immigrant communities. For example, Swain et al. (1990) , comparing monolingual and minority language students in French as a foreign language, found that the minority language students with relatively high proficiency in their minority language (i.e. literacy) resulted in significant advantages. In the German context, only high proficiency Turkish-German students outperformed both their monolingual classmates in English reading proficiency (Rauch, Naumann, and Jude 2012) .
Only one study to date has investigated the role of how a language is learned. Thomas (1988) examined a sample of college students learning French as a foreign language who were either Spanish-English bilinguals or English monolinguals. The bilingual group had higher French outcomes. Moreover, bilinguals who received formal training in both Spanish and English had significantly higher outcomes in French grammar. These results were interpreted by the authors to indicate that formal training supports metalinguistic awareness resulting in higher foreign language outcomes than languages that are learned informally. However, as this is the only study to date and with a sample of college students, more studies are needed to substantiate this finding among varying samples of bilinguals, specifically with a sample at an earlier stage of language development.
To date only two studies investigated the effects of sequence of bilingual acquisition on L3 outcomes. Controlling for important background factors and with a sample of 11,000 ninth graders in Germany, a heterogeneous group of immigrant bilinguals outperformed their monolingual peers in English as L3 listening comprehension, grammar, reading and text writing skills (Hesse, Göbel, and Hartig 2008) . Furthermore in all measures of English, simultaneous and sequential bilinguals outperformed their monolingual peers, with simultaneous bilinguals outperforming the sequential bilinguals although significance tests between the bilingual groups were not reported. Conversely, simultaneous bilinguals significantly outperformed sequential Turkish-German, Russian-German, and Polish-German sequential bilingual and monolingual peers controlling for background variables (Göbel, Rauch, and Vieluf 2011) . There was no difference between the sequential and the monolingual groups except that of the sequential group with mixed languages. While the aforementioned studies suggest that simultaneous bilinguals have significant advantages in L3 learning, it remains unclear if sequential bilinguals differ from their monolingual peers.
Addressing the cognitive demands of language switching as a key source for bilingual advantages in executive functional (i.e. Prior and Gollan 2011) , no studies to date consider the extent of this behavior and its impact on additional language learning directly. Partly this may due to the difficulties of operationalizing and measuring switching on a behavioral basis. The pure behavior of language switching may speak for or against a favorable basis for the positive effects of bilingualism. It may be that frequent switching represents high usage and therefore high proficiency in both languages. At the same time, switching often may stem from low proficiency and the need to 'lend' words from the other language. However, frequent controlled switching can be considered cognitive training in executive functions. Considering code switching in the analyses of the effects of bilingualism on L3 learning may produce new insights on the specificity of bilingual effects.
In sum, there is a lack of consensus regarding the relation between bilingualism and L3 learning outcomes with immigrant samples. This lack of consensus among studies investigating immigrant bilingual groups may stem from the heterogeneity of the bilingual group. Further investigations are needed taking into account important factors in the bilingual profiles, namely manner of learning, sequence of acquisition, and code switching practices (Cenoz 2013) . Furthermore, the consideration of confounding background characteristics is pivotal for adequate comparisons between groups.
The current study
In the present study, we explore the possible benefits of immigrant bilingualism for L3 achievement and seek to identify those factors associated with bilingualism that may moderate successful acquisition of an additional language. Specifically, the study explores the following research questions:
Which factors of bilingualism and bilingual acquisition are advantageous for English foreign language learning? Specifically, how does manner of learning, sequence of bilingual acquisition and code switching practices affect English listening and reading achievement in immigrant bilingual students?
As metalinguistic skills support foreign language learning, and bilingual students have been shown to have heightened levels of metalinguistic skills, bilingual students should have advantages in foreign language outcomes once sociocultural factors are taken into account. Specifically, formal reinforcement through training in the minority language should create positive conditions for the development of metalinguistic skills, leading us to hypothesize that formal training will be associated with higher L3 outcomes. Furthermore, simultaneous bilingual, who have known and used two language since the initial stages of language development should have higher metalinguistic skills resulting in higher L3 outcomes. Lastly, because increased use of both languages should lead to higher executive function and metalinguistic skills, which have been found to lead to higher L3 outcomes, bilingual students who switch between language more often should have higher foreign language outcomes.
Methods

Participants
The data are part of the Pilot Study of the 2015 German National Comparative Study, which assessed a representative sample of eighth and ninth graders from eight federal states in Germany (N = 2341; female = 50%, m age = 16 years). Participants attended 126 schools either in the university-bound track (32%) or the vocational track. This investigation focuses on English as a foreign language, and examines a subsample of bilingual and monolingual students.
Participants completed comprehensive questionnaires to focus on aspects of their bilingual language acquisition and use. Inclusion into the bilingual group was determined when students reported knowing and using a language other than German. To focus on bilinguals, students who reported speaking more than two languages regularly were removed from the sample. Those who reported only German were included into the monolingual group. The final sample was N = 1295 students (n bilingual = 456; 44% female; n monolingual = 839; 54% female), who attended 107 schools.
We further differentiated the bilingual students based on the information they provided on their bilingual profiles, namely in which setting they learned and developed their minority language skills and how often they use and switch between their minority and majority (German) languages. First, we established subgroups to investigate the manner of learning of the minority language. Based on student responses, we identified one group in which besides speaking a minority language at home students reported attending formal instruction outside the school curriculum in that language (n = 230) and a second group in which the minority language had only been acquired in the family (n = 217). Next, we subdivided the bilingual group into two groups based on the bilinguals' responses to the age they learned the two languages. The simultaneous group reported learning both German and a minority language from birth (n = 210). The sequential group reported learning a second language after three years of age (n = 195). Finally, we established subgroups to capture bilingual language use practices. Specifically, we identified how often students switched between their languages. Nonswitchers (n = 23) reported never switching between their languages on a normal day. Seldom switchers (n = 103) reported switching between their languages infrequently. 183 bilinguals reported switching between their languages on a daily basis but different languages with different interlocutors (often switchers), and continuous switchers (n = 114) reported that they switched between their languages daily within the same conversation and the same interlocutor.
Measures
Dependent variable: English foreign language listening and reading comprehension
As part of a larger comparison study conducted at the Institute for Quality Educational Improvement, we administered a 60-minute paper-pencil test with listening and reading subtests normed to assess the German National Educational Standards (NES) based on the Common European Framework of References for Languages (CEFR). The tasks were developed, calibrated and validated in order to assess English as a first foreign language in German secondary schools (Rupp et al. 2008) . Addressing a variety of themes in various formats, the tasks were compiled in blocks and rotated in a multi-matrix design. The items were scaled based on a one-parameter item response theory in ConQuest (Wu, Adams, and Wilson 1998) . We used weighted likelihood estimates (WLEs) for individual person parameters, scaling the sample (M = 100, SD = 20).
Control variables
In our analysis, we included the control variables of socio-economic status, number of cultural capital, school track and gender, which have been found to explain substantial amounts of variance in school-related competencies. Highest parental post-secondary qualification, as an indicator of family socio-economic status, was measured using an eight-point continuous scale from one indicating no qualification to eight indicating a doctorate). Parental qualification was reported by the student. Cultural capital was assessed using the number of books at home question (five-point scale: one -0-10 books, two -11-50 books, three -51-100 books, four -101-200 books, and five -over 200 books). The school track and gender of the students were reported by the teacher. School track was operationalized with a dichotomous measure whether the student attended the university-bound track or one of the vocational tracks.
Statistical analysis
We analyzed all data using Stata 10.0 (StataCorp 2007) . For the ordinary least-squares linear regression analyses, we adjusted the standard error taking into account the hierarchical nature (students in classes) of the dataset.
Results
Descriptive statistics
To investigate the relationship between foreign language learning and factors of bilingualism, we first conducted descriptive analysis of English listening and reading competence as well as the control variables of parental qualifications and number of books at home for the monolingual and bilingual groups ( Table 1 We next examined the English listening and reading competence as well as the background variables of the bilingual groups more closely (Table 2) The descriptive differences revealed differences not only between the bilingual and monolingual groups but between the bilingual groups when subdivided according to formal training, sequence of acquisition, and language use practices. Furthermore, due to some systematic differences in background characteristics between groups, further analyses were necessary to control for these potentially confounding factors. 
Bilingualism and English as a foreign language
Given our central research question with the focus on the associations between the characteristics of bilingualism and foreign language learning, we fit a series of regression models testing if specific factors of bilingualism are positively associated (compared with their monolingual peers) with English foreign language listening and reading comprehension (Table 3) . Models A and G investigated the effects of formal learning versus only familial acquisition with the monolinguals as the reference group not controlling for background factors. The uncontrolled models reveal strong advantages for the bilinguals who in addition to speaking a minority language at home had formal instruction in that language compared to the monolingual group. In listening, the bilinguals who spoke the minority language only in the home environment scored significantly lower than their monolingual peers. The factors of formal training and only acquisition in the home environment accounted for four percent of the total variation in English listening and three percent of total variation in English reading comprehension. With the inclusion of background characteristics, the disadvantage of the bilingual family group compared to the monolingual group disappears showing no significant differences between the monolingual and bilingual family groups (Models B and H).
With the addition of background characteristics, the significant advantage for the bilingual formal group in both listening and reading remain abate with less magnitude. Then, we conducted the regression analyses again investigating the sequence of acquisition with the monolinguals as a reference group. The uncontrolled models (Models C and I) show similar results with a significant positive association between simultaneous and sequential bilinguals and English foreign language comprehension. However, once the background variables are taken into account (Model D and J) the strong positive association found in the sequential group disappears completely and the sequential group does not differ from the monolingual group with regard to both their English foreign language listening and reading comprehension. The positive association found in the simultaneous bilingual group with regard to their English listening and reading comprehension remains with a significant advantage compared to the monolingual group.
Finally, we regressed English language listening and reading outcomes on the factor of language switching behavior, which we operationalized through a series of dummy variables with the monolinguals as the reference group. In the uncontrolled models (Models E and K), the bilinguals who switched between their languages often and within the same conversation had significant advantages in English as a foreign language listening and reading comprehension. The bilinguals who never switched or seldom switched between their languages did not differ from their monolingual peers in their foreign language outcomes.
Discussion
In the present study, we examined whether speaking a minority language as well as the majority language has a positive effect on English foreign language achievement. In particular, we aimed at investigating how specific factors of bilingualism, namely manner of minority language learning, sequence of acquisition, and language use practices were associated with foreign language outcomes. Controlling for background characteristics of books at home, parental qualification, school track, and gender, we compared monolingual students with subgroups of immigrant bilingual students.
To this end, we first evaluated English listening and reading achievement in bilingual and monolingual students, taking into account the factors of manner of learning, sequence of acquisition, and language use practices in the bilingual samples. The results revealed that, once controlling for background characteristics, bilingual students who receive some formal training in their home language have significant advantages in both English listening and reading achievement compared to bilinguals who acquired their L1 informally at home as well as their monolingual peers. These findings parallel the findings of Thomas (1988) who found that formal training in both Spanish (L1) and English (L2) resulted in higher French (L3) outcomes. As the present study differs greatly from that of Thomas with regard to sociocultural factors and participants' age, the results adds substantial weight to the theoretical assumption that formal training enhances the analytic skills and conscious awareness of language (e.g. metalinguistic awareness). Additionally, students with formal training received more structured time on tasks, potentially increasing their proficiency in their minority language, which also enhances their further language learning.
Once controlling for background characteristics, simultaneous bilinguals have significant advantages in both English listening and reading achievement in comparison to their sequential bilingual and monolingual classmates. These advantages for simultaneous bilinguals mirror earlier findings of Hesse, Göbel, and Hartig (2008) as well as Göbel, Rauch, and Vieluf (2011) . The lack of differences found in the sequential bilingual group compared to the monolingual group partially parallels the results reported by Göbel, Rauch, and Vieluf (2011) , most of whose language-specific sequential groups did not differ from the monolingual group. The advantage of the simultaneous group also supports the assumption that simultaneous bilinguals, who have had the opportunity to develop relatively high proficiencies in both languages, have acquired metalinguistic skills to foster their foreign language learning.
Finally, we examined how bilinguals' language use, specifically how often they switch between languages, can affect their foreign language outcomes. The analysis showed that bilinguals who rarely switch between their languages do not differ from their monolingual peers in foreign language listening and reading comprehension. However, those who used both their language more often (e.g. switching daily between conversations and within the same conversation) have significant advantages in English outcomes. This positive association remains even once controlling for background characteristics. Furthermore, students who switch within the same discussion between their languages was over 0.25 of a standard deviation, which translates into about a half school year of learning (Hill et al. 2008) . Our analysis supports the assumption that frequent use in both languages, activates and trains executive functions (i.e. Verreyt et al. 2016) , which are mandatory in additional language learning.
Taken together, these results reinforce the assumption that bilingualism per se does not lead to advantages but rather certain bilingual factors support the development of mechanisms that lead to bilingual advantages. Specifically, factors that lead to high proficiency in both the majority and minority language are beneficial in foreign language outcomes. Most important when bilinguals acquire their language early, are trained formally and use their language frequently, skills (i.e. metalinguistic skills) are developed that foster their additional language learning. To some extent these mechanisms have been observed in earlier research on bilingualism and further language learning (i.e. Swain et al. 1990 ). However, for subgroups of immigrant bilinguals which differ from bilingual learners whose language are supported in school these interrelations are far less established an extends the present literature.
Despite the importance of these findings, the interpretation of the study's results has several limitations. Our main limitation was the lack of language proficiency measures in the sample's language first and second language. Rather, formal training, sequence of acquisition, and language use practices may be seen as a proxy for proficiency. Bilingual students self-identified whether they had attended a minority language extracurricular training class and how often they utilized both of their languages. The variable for code switching, although grounded in theory, is very distal and needs more experimental validation. Further experimental research may take a close look at the specific complexities of these factors, using more objective measures. Secondly, the present study did not have a measure for general cognitive abilities, which has been shown to be a significant factor in foreign language outcomes (i.e. Maluch et al. 2015) . However, the nature of the largescale sample does lend itself to show general trends in the population that should be investigated further in a more experimental design.
Despite these limitations, there are several implications. Further investigations should examine the effectiveness of minority language training support. The present study successfully shows the importance of formal training in a home language on academic achievement, making a case for increased bilingual education programs in which both languages are supported in language minority settings. This strategy not only uses the potential for the development of bilingual language proficiency but also fosters the development of general language learning skills (i.e. metalinguistic skills). Educators should not only be aware of the unique skills of some types of bilingual students that potentially reinforce their achievement, but they should also utilize them in the classroom through differentiated learning. As schools become more diverse with regard to students' skills and needs, multilingual students should not be categorized in terms only of deficit, but rather also seen as having unique language learning patterns. To this end, language minority students can be made aware of and learn to utilize their skills, resulting in higher overall academic achievement.
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